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Abstract 

 
The Amherst County Historic Resources Survey, conducted in 2009-10, was funded by the 
County of Amherst and the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) and was 
administered jointly by DHR and Sweet Briar Collegeõs Tusculum Institute. The survey was 
undertaken by HistoryTech (formerly The Antiquaries), a preservation planning firm based 
in Lynchburg, with assistance from Landmark Preservation Associates of Lexington. The 
survey team members included Jesse Adams-Doolittle, Sandra F. Esposito, and W. Scott 
Smith of HistoryTech/The Antiquaries. Scott Smith served as the project administrator and 
principal investigator. J. Daniel Pezzoni of Landmark Preservation Associates wrote the 
project report. The main objective of the survey was to broaden the range of historic 
resources recorded in DHRõs database by documenting 275 mostly previously unidentified 
resources. The survey resulted in the documentation of a total 292 resources, primarily 
houses and farm complexes but also mills, stores, churches, and other building types. Survey 
was conducted in areas of the county outside National Forest lands, comprising 
approximately 75% of the countyõs 475 square miles. Digital and hard-copy survey files were 
produced for DHR and the locality and two potential historic districtsñSandidges and 
Pedlar Millsñwere proposed as eligible for listing in the Virginia Landmarks Register and 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

Figure 1- An overview of Amherst County, Virginia 
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Introduction , Research Design, 
and Acknowledgements 

 
The Amherst County Historic Resources 
Survey, conducted in 2009-10, was funded 
by the County of Amherst and the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources (DHR) 
and was administered jointly by DHR and 
Sweet Briar Collegeõs Tusculum Institute. 
The survey was modeled on DHRõs 
òGuidelines for Conducting Survey in 
Virginia for Cost Share Projectsó (May 
2005) and was undertaken by HistoryTech 
(formerly The Antiquaries), a preservation 
planning firm based in Lynchburg, with 
assistance from Landmark Preservation 
Associates of Lexington. The project was 
administered by Kristin Kirchen, DHR 
Architectural Historian, with assistance 
from Bob Carter, DHR Historian and 
Community Services Division Director, and 
Ann Andrus, Director, DHR Capital 
Regional Preservation Office. The Steering 
Committee consisted of Joe Bondurant with 
the County of Amherst, Travis McDonald 
with Thomas Jeffersonõs Poplar Forest, and 
Dr. Lynn Rainville with Sweet Briar 
Collegeõs Tusculum Institute. The survey 
team members included Jesse Adams-
Doolittle, Sandra F. Esposito, and W. Scott 
Smith of HistoryTech/The Antiquaries. 
Scott Smith served as the project 
administrator and principal investigator. J. 
Daniel Pezzoni of Landmark Preservation 
Associates wrote the project report. 
 
Project planning commenced in November 
2009 and included an initial meeting 
between the survey sponsors, Steering 
Committee, and consultants on November 
17, 2009. Periodic meetings were held 
throughout the duration of the survey and 
contact was maintained through telephone 
and email. Fieldwork was conducted from 
November 2009 through May 2010. 
 

Project Objectives & Research 
Design 

 
The principal objectives of the survey were: 

¶ To survey, at the reconnaissance level, 
at least 275 previously undocumented 
properties in the county outside 
National Forest lands, in order to 
broaden the thematic and geographic 
coverage of the existing survey. 

¶ If desired, record, at the intensive level, 
properties that may be eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic 
Places. If an intensive level survey for 
such a property was submitted, it would 
have a òvalueó equivalent to 2 
reconnaissance level surveys. 

¶ If desired, identify potential historic 
districts or cultural landscapes. If a 
preliminary information form (PIF) for 
a potential district or landscape was 
submitted, it would have a òvalueó 
equivalent to 12 reconnaissance level 
surveys. 

¶ Create a PowerPoint presentation 
outlining survey findings 

¶ Create a survey report (this document) 
 

Before venturing into the field, the survey 
team reviewed existing survey files at the 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
Archives in Richmond and conducted basic 
study of primary and secondary sources 
within the Amherst community. Maps from 
the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth 
centuries, along with modern high-
resolution aerial photography were used to 
identify sites that were likely to yield 
positive results. Finally, recommendations 
for possible properties to be surveyed were 
received from local citizens via telephone, 
letter, email, and public meetings. 
 
The survey team members (Adams-
Doolittle, Esposito, and Smith) used the 
above data to guide travel on county roads 
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in search of candidate survey sites. 
Information was recorded on field forms 
and entered into DHRõs Data Sharing 
System (DSS) database software from which 
hardcopy files were generated. Properties 
were also digitally photographed, and 
locations were recorded by GPS (Global 
Positioning System) units. 
 
Amherst County covers approximately 475 
square miles, or 304,000 acres. 18 USGS 
(U.S. Geological Survey) Quadrangle maps 
include portions of the County. The outer 
boundaries of the George Washington and 
Jefferson National Forests reserve 
approximately 25% of that area for public 
use. However, multiple communities, 
including Pera, Beverlytown, Oronoco, and 
Coffeytown are home to residents who still 
have title to private holdings within the 
National Forest. Approximately 19,200 
acres of these inholdings were surveyed as a 
part of this project. Thus, approximately 
247,200 acres of Amherst County were 
surveyed by the 2009-2010 Cost Share 
Survey project. 
 

Previous Survey in Amherst County 

 
The systematic documentation of the 
countyõs historic resources began in the late 
1930s with the work of the Works Progress 
Administration of Virginia Historical 
Inventory, a state and federal collaboration 
to research, describe, photograph, and map 
the Commonwealthõs historic resources, 
principally elite houses dating to before the 
Civil War. Only one Amherst County 
property, Brick House (005-0002), has been 
recorded in full by HABS (Historic 
American Buildings Survey). This survey 
took place in 1957. 
 
The next major phase of survey in Amherst 
County began in the mid- to late 1970s with 
the survey of scores of resources under the 

guidelines of the Virginia Historic 
Landmarks Commission, predecessor of the 
DHR. Additional resources were surveyed 
in the early 1980s by staff of the Central 
Virginia Planning District Commission and 
in the late 1980s by the William and Mary 
Archaeological Project Center in 
preparation for right-of-way acquisition for 
the U.S. 29 bypass. Prior to the 2009-10 
survey, approximately 350 resources had 
been surveyed within Amherst County. 
 
The level of documentation of the 
approximately 350 previously recorded 
properties varies widely. Some have been 
documented with complete intensive level 
surveys or have been listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places. A relatively 
complete profile of these resources is likely 
available. However, other properties are 
only identified with a single photograph or 
perhaps just a marked location on a map. 
The team for the 2009-2010 survey was 
specifically directed not to resurvey any of 
these previously recorded properties at the 
reconnaissance level. 
 
At the commencement of the project, 20 
resources within Amherst County that had 
previously been recorded were not mapped 
for one reason or another. The survey team 
was asked to look for these resources and 
map them if possible. At the close of the 
project, the team had located all but 4 of 
these resources. 
 
Understanding of Amherst Countyõs historic 
resources has also benefited from the 
nomination of resources to the Virginia 
Landmarks Register and the National 
Register of Historic Places. The register 
reports, which contain detailed historical 
and architectural information, typically 
result from sponsorship by individual 
property owners. This has created a bias 
towards elite residences, although 
information on auxiliary farm buildings and 
other more vernacular resources is often 
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included. Amherst County properties (with 
their DHR site numbers) presently listed in 
the state and national registers are: 
 

¶ Bear Mountain Indian Mission 
School (005-0230) 

¶ Brick House (Garland House; 005-
0002) 

¶ Edge Hill (005-0005) 

¶ Edgewood, Boulder Springs (005-
0158) 

¶ Edgewood (163-0003) 

¶ Fairview (005-0006) 

¶ Forest Hill (005-0108) 

¶ Geddes (005-0007) 

¶ The Glebe (005-0010) 

¶ Hite Store (005-0058) 

¶ Mountain View Farm (005-0011) 

¶ Oak Lawn (005-5029) 

¶ Red Hill Farm (005-0014) 

¶ Speed the Plough (005-0040) 

¶ Sweet Briar College Historic District 
(005-0219) 

¶ Sweet Briar House (005-0018) 

¶ Tusculum (005-0020) 

¶ Winton (005-0021) 
 
The nomination reports for these properties 
may be viewed online at the DHR website 
www.dhr.virginia.gov. Selected information 
from the nominations is presented 
throughout the survey report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Survey Report 

 
The survey report was prepared by Dan 
Pezzoni with input from the survey team 
members. The majority of the report is 
comprised of a historic context that is 
prefaced by a brief overview and description 
of the county and is organized by the 
following DHR themes: 

 

¶ Ethnic 

¶ Architecture 

¶ Agriculture 

¶ Commerce 

¶ Industry 

¶ Transportation 

¶ Government 

¶ Education 

¶ Religion 

¶ Funerary 
 
The discussion in each theme proceeds 
roughly chronologically beginning with the 
eighteenth century. Exceptions to this basic 
structure include the discussion of ethnicity, 
which begins with a discussion of Monacan 
history around 1000 A.D. and concludes 
with a discussion of the contemporaneous 
settlement by European and African 
peoples starting in the eighteenth century; 
and the agricultural and industrial 
discussions, which are structured by 
subtheme as well as chronologically. The 
architecture theme focuses on house types, 
construction methods, and styles, so DHRõs 
Domestic theme is therefore subsumed into 
it, but it also includes limited discussion of 
non-domestic building types. The physical 
characteristics of most non-domestic 
building types are described in the 
appropriate thematic discussions. 
 
Selected properties from previous survey 
work in the county as well as properties 
from the 2009-10 project are referred to in 
the report by name or site number (163- for 

http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/
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sites in the town of Amherst; 005- for sites 
outside the town). Information on historic 
resources that are not accompanied by site 
numbers is derived from sources other than 
survey files (in other words, these sites have 
not been surveyed). The abbreviation òca.ó 
accompanies some dates and is used for 
òcirca,ó a Latin word meaning òaboutó that 
indicates a date is approximate or 
conjectural. The report concludes with 
evaluation/recommendations for properties 
and districts that appear to meet the criteria 
for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. The results of the survey 
were presented to the public at a final 
presentation held on June 23, 2010. 
 
A set of the survey materials will be housed 
at the Amherst County Administration 
Building on Washington Street in Amherst. 
The Amherst County Museum and 
Historical Society at 154 Main Street in 
Amherst will also receive a set of survey 
files, and is uniquely positioned to 
accommodate researchers by providing 
workspace, a photocopier, and access to a 
significant research library and archival 
collection. A bound copy of the survey 
report will also be available in the local 
history collection of the Amherst County 
Public Library. 
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Historic Context 
 

Overview 

 
Settlement of the area that would become 
Amherst County, which was created in 1761 
out of Albemarle County, began in earnest 
in the middle decades of the eighteenth 
century as agriculturalists of largely English 
and African derivation moved into the area 
from the east, adding to a pre-existing 
populace of Native Americans, the 
Monacans. The James River, navigable by 
batteaux in its upper reaches, facilitated 
settlement in the county and linked it to 
markets in Richmond and beyond. Tobacco 
was the principal cash crop of early Amherst 
and a focus of the slave-based plantation 
system that dominated the county economy 
and social structure until the Civil War, but 
livestock and mixed farming were also 
important. Most early residents lived on 
farms in vernacular dwellings accompanied 
by a host of specialized domestic and farm 
resource types such as smokehouses, 
springhouses, family cemeteries, barns, 
corncribs, and the like. Other building types 
such as mills, distilleries, churches, and 
stores appeared in greater numbers with the 
steady rise in population during the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 
The development of Lynchburg on the 
countyõs southern border opened a 
convenient market, as did eventually the 
growth of local communities such as the 
county seat of Amherst, Madison Heights, 
Clifford, and Monroe, which added a new 
dimension to the agrarian landscape. The 
construction of the James River and 
Kanawha Canal in the second quarter of the 
nineteenth century, the development of 
turnpikes, and the extension of rail lines 
such as the Orange and Alexandria into the 
county in the latter half of the nineteenth 
century fostered economic growth and, 
especially in the case of the railroad, 

facilitated large-scale exploitation of the 
countyõs forests. Defensive works were 
erected in the county during the Civil War. 
In the African American communities that 
coalesced after the war churches and 
schools functioned as vital institutions. 
Important developments of the twentieth 
century were the growth of Sweet Briar 
College beginning in 1901; greater 
sophistication and mainstream influence in 
architecture; the impact of the automobile 
and highways; the establishment of national 
forest lands and the construction of the 
Blue Ridge Parkway; increased public school 
construction; and suburbanization, 
especially in areas near Lynchburg. 
 

Description 

 
Amherst County is located in the western 
Piedmont section of Virginia. The county 
presently encompasses 475 square miles 
and, in shape and orientation, is 
approximately a square set at forty-five 
degrees. The county is bordered by Nelson 
County on the northeast, by Appomattox 
County on the southeast, by Campbell 
County and the City of Lynchburg at its 
southern tip, by Bedford County on the 
southwest, and by Rockbridge County on 
the northwest. The southeast and southwest 
borders of the county are defined by the 
James River. The Blue Ridge Mountains run 
along the northwest border. The county is 
watered by the James River and tributaries 
such as (from west to east) Pedlar River, 
Buffalo River, and Piney River, and the 
rolling topography is dissected by numerous 
streams. The countyõs lowest elevations are 
along the James River in the Riverville 
vicinity at just over 400 feet above sea level. 
The highest elevations are peaks of the Blue 
Ridge that rise over 4,000 feet. In addition 
to the Blue Ridge there are outlying 
mountains such as Tobacco Row Mountain 
and Buffalo Ridge. The majority of the 
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county land area is wooded, with most of 
the woodland concentrated in the George 
Washington and Jefferson National Forests, 
which extend along the Blue Ridge and 
cover approximately a quarter of the county 
land area. 
 
The countyõs population was 31,894 in 2000 
and was estimated to have increased to 
32,539 by 2008. The most populous 
community is the Madison Heights CDP 
(census designated place), which in 2000 
had a population of 11,475 that reflected its 
status as a bedroom community of 
Lynchburg. Amherst, the county seat, had a 
population of 2,251 in 2000. Historically the 
county was served by several important 
regional transportation routes. The James 
River facilitated the settlement of the county 
in the eighteenth century and linked it to 
eastern markets. The county was situated 
ònear the upper end of navigation with 
small craft in said river,ó according to a 
1775 description. Originally river traffic 
relied solely on the natural course of the 
river, which was hazardous in places. To 
reduce the difficulties of river travel, the 
seven-and-a-half-mile-long Blue Ridge 
Canal was constructed to bypass Balcony 
Falls in the 1820s and was later refurbished 
as a link in the great James River and 
Kanawha Canal, built in the 1830s and 
1840s. Roads were also important 
transportation improvements, initially 
trading paths and tobacco rolling roads (so 
named for the tobacco hogsheads that were 
rolled along them), then turnpikes in the 
nineteenth century, and finally paved roads 
for car and truck traffic in the twentieth 
century. The first railroad to traverse the 
county was the Orange and Alexandria, 
completed in 1860. A transportation 
improvement of particular note is the Blue 
Ridge Parkway, constructed on the crest and 
flanks of the Blue Ridge Mountains 
beginning in the 1930s.1 

                                                 
1
 Virginia Gazette, February 11, 1775. 

Ethnicity  

 
Historically, Amherst Countyõs people 
belonged to three major groups: the Native 
American Monacans, whites of European 
ancestry, and blacks of African ancestry 
(with varying degrees of mixing between the 
groups). Archaeological evidence suggests 
the Monacans were present in the western 
Piedmont by the end of the first millennium 
A.D. Archaeologist Jeffrey Hantman notes a 
òcultural boundaryó expressed in the 
archaeological record that appeared during 
the Late Woodland Period and that may 
represent the divide between the Siouan-
speaking Monacans and the Algonquian-
speaking Powhatans to the east. Some 
researchers speculate that the Monacans 
moved into Virginia from the Ohio River 
Valley. Hantman is more cautious in his 
assessment of the origins of the 
òarchaeological complex by the historic 
name Monacan,ó stating: òIt remains to be 
determined whether this was a local 
development, a migration from the west, or 
some combination of the two.ó Siouan-
speaking Indians in Virginia during the 
contact period included the Tutelo, Saponi, 
and Occaneechi in addition to the 
Monacans. (Some authors claim descent of 
the Saponi and Tutelo from the Monacans.) 
Jamestown leader John Smithõs 1608 map of 
Virginia indicates the country of the 
Monacans in the James River drainage of 
the western Piedmont. That same year 
another Jamestown official, Christopher 
Newport, was directed to òDiscover the 
Country of the Manakins.ó Newport led an 
expedition of 120 men up the James River 
and into the eastern part of Monacan 
territory. A reconstruction of the Monacansõ 
lands shows Amherst County at the 
southwest end of this territory.2 

                                                 
2
 Hantman, ñPowhatanôs Relations with the 

Piedmont Monacans,ò 100, 104; Hantman, 

ñMonacan Archaeology of the Virginia Interior,ò 

116, 122; ñJamestown to the Falls;ò Cook, 
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In their lifeways the Monacans were 
probably similar to the better-known 
Powhatans. They subsisted by hunting, 
gathering, fishing, and agriculture; they lived 
in villages along major watercourses; and 
they apparently had a hierarchical political 
structure with a chief village collecting 
tribute from subsidiary villages. Their 
population likely numbered over 5,000 
individuals in 1607. Mortuary practices 
included òaccretional burial mounds,ó one 
of the cultural practices that distinguished 
the Monacans from the Powhatans. It 
seems likely that the mound excavated by 
Thomas Jefferson and described in his Notes 
on the State of Virginia (1787) was a Monacan 
burial mound. Jefferson reported that about 
1750 a party of Indians, presumably 
Monacans, had visited the mound and 
lingered by it òwith expressions which were 
construed to be those of sorrow.ó One 
account states that Monacans who settled at 
Fort Christanna in Brunswick County in 
1714 put up dwellings, circular or 
rectangular in plan, constructed of saplings 
covered with bark.3  
  
The Monacans, like Virginiaõs other native 
peoples, suffered from war and disease 
during the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries. Some apparently merged with the 
remnants of other Indian groups and 
migrated out of state, but evidence points to 
a continued Monacan presence in the 
western Piedmont with a concentration in 
the mountains of Amherst County. Lewis 
Evansõ òA General Map of the Middle 
British Colonies in Americaó (1755) labels 
the Amherst County area and adjacent 
counties òMonacanó and also indicates 
Tuscarora Indians in the region. (The 1751 

                                                                      
Monacans and Miners, 35-37; Wood, Virginia 

Indian Heritage Trail, 30; Houck and Maxham, 

Indian Island, 17, 26. 
3
 Hantman, ñPowhatanôs Relations with the 

Piedmont Monacans,ò 100, 104, 107; Jefferson, 

Notes on the State of Virginia, 100; Houck and 

Maxham, Indian Island, 17, 26. 

Fry-Jefferson Map on which the Evans map 
was largely based does not label the two 
groups.) If Tuscaroras were present in the 
area, they may have been refugees from the 
Tuscarora War waged in North Carolina 
earlier in the century.4 When white settlers 
began to move into the area in the 
eighteenth century, some intermarried with 
the Monacans. A trader named Hughs or 
Hughes, who may have arrived in Amherst 
County as early as the 1720s, is thought to 
have married an Indian woman. Another 
trader, Robert Johns of Richmond, settled 
in the region in the 1750s and married a 
Monacan woman named Mary. According 
to several historians, Robert and Maryõs son, 
William Johns (1770-ca. 1855), was 
described as a òfreeman of coloró in county 
records, a term that would have been 
applied to Indians as well as free blacks. In 
1833 Johns purchased a four-hundred-acre 
tract on Bear Mountain and established 
what his descendents called The Settlement. 
The tract became the focus of Monacan life 
in later years. Historian Samuel R. Cook 
believes there were other, less well known 
Indian-owned lands in the county, some 
dating back to the 1770s.5 
 

                                                 
4
 Houck and Maxham, Indian Island, 35, 37; 

Hantman, ñPowhatanôs Relations with the 

Piedmont Monacans,ò 110-111; Wood and Shields, 

The Monacan Indians: Our Story, 16. 
5
 Houck and Maxham, Indian Island, 54-58; Cook, 

Monacans and Miners, 52, 61-62; Wood and 

Shields, The Monacan Indians: Our Story, 20-21; 

Perdue, ñBear Mountain Indian Mission School,ò 

6-7. 
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The Virginia authorities began to impose 
restrictions on the Indian population in the 
mid- and late seventeenth century, 
beginning a legacy of official repression that 
would persist into the twentieth century. 
Amherst Countyõs Indians were classified as 
mulattos in the nineteenth century and black 
in the twentieth, 
subjecting them 
to many of the 
same 
segregationist 
policies endured 
by African 
Americans. In 
1934 the 
Virginia State 
Bureau of Vital 
Statistics, for 
example, 

compiled a list 
of Amherst 
County people 
who were 
banned from white facilities, including many 
with typically Monacan surnames. The 
Monacans were also economically 
disadvantaged. The fact that many lived on 
relatively poor mountain land, rather than 
the rich river bottoms that were part of their 
ancestral lands, is one indication of their 
impoverishment. Some Monacans resided as 
squatters on white-owned property, and 
period accounts of their housing underscore 
the poverty of the people. In 1908 an 
observer described typical Monacan houses 
as òlittle log cabins about 16 feet square, 
with a loft above, and a shed outside and 
one such cabin will be the home of two or 
three families and more than a dozen 
individuals. They live scattered about on the 
lands of the white people raising tobacco on 
shares, women working in the fields with 
men.ó A 1928 account of houses in the Bear 
Mountain settlement described òlog cabins 

of one or two rooms, sometimes with a 
lean-to termed ôcook-room.õó6 
 
After the Civil War a log school was 
established for the Monacan community 
and beginning in 1889 the county supplied a 
teacher for the school. The Bear Mountain 

Indian Mission 
School (005-
0230), the name 
by which the 
late-nineteenth-

century school is 
listed in the 

National 
Register of 
Historic Places, 
was joined in 
1908 by St. 
Paulõs Mission 

Church, which 
was funded by 

local 
Episcopalian 

philanthropists. A frame addition was made 
to the schoolhouse the same year. The 
Mission evolved into the Monacan Tribal 
Center in the latter part of the twentieth 
century and the mission buildings were 
transferred to the Monacans in 1995. The 
Monacans were accorded official tribal 
status by the Commonwealth of Virginia in 
1989. The tribe hosts an annual pow wow in 
the nearby community of Elon as a 
celebration of Monacan culture and 
heritage. In addition to the Monacans, 
Cherokees are claimed as another resident 
Native American group in the county. 
According to historian Horace Rice, a band 
of bi-racial and tri-racial peoples with 
Cherokee blood settled along the James 

                                                 
6
 Cook, Monacans and Miners, 76, 84-86; Houck 

and Maxham, Indian Island, 64; Perdue, ñBear 

Mountain Indian Mission School,ò 7-8. 

Figure 2- This one-room log cabin (005-5088) in the Wares 

Gap vicinity is similar to Monacan dwellings described in 

historic accounts. Many rural blacks and whites lived in similar 

dwellings. 
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River in the Stapleton area in the eighteenth 
century.7 
 
By the end of the seventeenth century, 
Virginiaõs Native American populations had 
been reduced by war, disease, cultural 
disruption, and out-migration. Native 
groups from outside the state passed 
through on occasion, but for the most part 
the landscape was laid 
open to European 
settlement. For 
Amherst County and 
adjacent areas of the 
Piedmont, that 
settlement moved 
westward from the 
British settlements of 
the Chesapeake. 
Historians Sherrie and 
William McLeRoy cite 
a statistical analysis 
that suggests more 
than a third of 
Amherstõs early 
settlers bore English 
surnames, about a 
third Scottish surnames, followed by 12 
percent Welsh, 6.5 percent German, about 4 
percent French (Huguenot), and about 3.5 
percent Irish. (By Scottish the McLeRoys 
may have meant Scots-Irish, Protestant 
Scotts who had settled in Northern Ireland 
before moving to the New World.) This 
approximate analysis points to a 
preponderance of settlers with roots in the 
British Isles, as was true elsewhere in 
Piedmont and Tidewater Virginia. The 
ethnic ratios among county residents of 
European origin presumably remained 
about the same through the nineteenth 

                                                 
7
 Perdue, ñBear Mountain Indian Mission School,ò 

8-9; Cook, Monacans and Miners, Wood, Virginia 

Indian Heritage Trail, 89-90; Wood and Shields, 

The Monacan Indians: Our Story, 33; Rice, The 

Buffalo Creek Ridge Cherokee, 3; The Muse 

(February 2003); McLeRoy and McLeRoy, 

Strangers in their Midst, 47-48. 

century, perhaps with an increase in Irish as 
a result of antebellum canal and railroad 
construction projects which relied heavily 
on Irish workers. The urbanization and 
increased mobility of the twentieth century 
introduced Europeans from other ethnic 
backgrounds, and recent decades have seen 
an influx of Hispanics seeking economic 
opportunity.8 

 
Some European settlers brought with them 
African American slaves, and early Amherst 
County was an extension of the slave-based 
plantation economy of more easterly 
Virginia counties. Statistical analysis by 
McLeRoy and McLeRoy suggest an 
enslaved African American population of 
around 40 percent in the late eighteenth 
century. The majority would have been 
employed in agriculture and forest clearance 
but presumably some worked in industrial 
enterprises such as mining and trades such 
as carpentry and blacksmithing. The number 
of blacks rose by the early nineteenth 
century and the slave population of the 
county roughly equaled the free white 
population for the period 1810, the year of 
the first federal census after Amherst 

                                                 
8
 McLeRoy and McLeRoy, More Passages, 25. 

Figure 3- Monacan Burial Ground (005-5089) 
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County achieved its present proportions, 
through 1860, the eve of the Civil War. Of a 
total population of 13,742 in 1860, 6,278 
individuals (45 percent) were slaves and 297 
individuals (2 percent) were classified as free 
blacks, a figure that presumably included 
Native Americans. The 1860 census 
indicates that most county slaveholders 
owned a single slave and only one 
slaveowner possessed in excess of one 
hundred slaves.9 
 
Sherrie and William McLeRoy have made a 
special study of Amherst Countyõs 
antebellum free black population. The 
McLeRoys write that òfree negroes used the 
court system, they paid taxes, and they 
owned businesses. Some were highly 
successful commercial farmers who invested 
time and money to improve their farms. 
Others held a variety of occupations, from 
chairmaker to weaver to river boatmen.ó All 
were skills that helped blacks in general with 
the challenges of freedom following the 
Civil War. With freedom came the 
opportunity for blacks to establish 
communities. One, located along Turkey 
Mountain Road, consists of houses and 
cemeteries that were surveyed as sites 005-
5236 through 005-5240. The architecturally 
related houses in this farming community 
belonged to persons who attended, and 
continue to attend, New Jerusalem Baptist 
Church (005-5242). Before the Civil War, 
many African Americans attended white 
churches; afterward they formed separate 
congregations that developed into the 
backbone of black society. Schools were 
another important social institution, 
although they were underfunded compared 
to white schools during the period of 
segregation. The cause of integrated 
schooling was at the forefront of the Civil 
Rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s, 

                                                 
9
 McLeRoy and McLeRoy, More Passages, 86-91; 

Kennedy, Agriculture of the United States in 1860, 

243. 

which helped achieve a more just society in 
Amherst County and the rest of the 
nation.10 
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 McLeRoy and McLeRoy, More Passages, 91. 
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Architecture 

 
The earliest buildings to survive from 
Amherst Countyõs rich architectural 
evolution appear to date to the third quarter 
of the eighteenth century, the years 
bracketing the countyõs political formation 
in 1761. The best documented surviving 
buildings are dwellings of rectangular plan 
and heavy timber frame construction, and 
although they are small by modern 
standards, they probably ranked among the 
most sophisticated and substantially built 
houses of their day. Three examplesñthe 
original sections of The Glebe, Geddes, and 
Tusculumñare among the earliest, with 
historical or architectural evidence for 
construction in or by the 1760s. The Glebe 
(005-0010), located near Clifford, is argued 
to have been built ca. 1762, and as its name 
indicates, it was built as the residence of the 
local minister of the Church of England, a 
leading personage in the colonial social and 
political structure. Geddes (005-0007), also 
built ca. 1762 in the Clifford vicinity, 
belonged to Hugh Rose, a political figure 
and one of the countyõs wealthiest 
landowners. Thomas Jeffersonõs family 
evacuated to Geddes during Tarletonõs raid 
of Charlottesville in 1781. Tusculum (005-
0020) is believed to date to before the 1770s 
based on architectural evidence. Its early 
historical context is unclear other than that 
it was associated with the prosperous 
Crawford family. Tusculum with its later 
additions originally stood near the Nelson 
County line but has been disassembled and 
moved to Sweet Briar College where 
reconstruction is planned. Two eighteenth-
century dwellings documented by the 2009-
2010 survey that are probably representative 
of the homes of the countyõs large and 
middling farmers are Brookside Farm (005-
5082), thought to date to 1785, and the 

house at 719 Ebenezer Road (005-5318), 
believed to date to 1797.11 
 
The frame construction of these houses was 
in keeping with standard eastern Virginia 
practice among affluent homebuilders 
during the colonial period. Something of the 
character of the countyõs early houses is 
hinted at in a sale advertisement for the 
domestic and farm buildings of Henry Keyõs 
Amherst County plantation that was printed 
in a 1773 issue of the Williamsburg Virginia 
Gazette. òA new dwellinghouse, 36 by 28, 
with a stack of brick chimnies, consisting of 
six fireplaces, and a brick and stone cellar 
under the whole, very convenient for a 
tavern or store; also a small dwelling-house, 
with two brick fireplaces, and good cellar 
under it, a kitchen, with a good brick 
chimney, together with all convenient 
outhouses, barn, stables, dairy, cornhouse, 
smokehouse, &c.ó Keyõs house would have 
been one of the largest in the county at the 
time; building statistics gathered in the 
1780s for part of northern Halifax County, 
an analogous tobacco-growing Piedmont 
area, counted only a single dwelling that was 
larger than Henry Keyõs plantation house.12 
 
Keyõs òstack of brick chimniesó and the 
brickwork of his cellar represented costly 
investments. An advertisement for another 
county house noted its stone chimney in 
1778, and the 1785 and 1801 acts of 
establishment for, respectively, the towns of 
Cabellsburg (Clifford) and Bethel required 
lot purchasers to build brick or stone 
chimneys on dwellings (which were to be a 
minimum of sixteen feet square). The 
requirement that chimneys be built of 
fireproof materials like brick and stone may 

                                                 
11

 Kraus, ñThe Glebe;ò Peters, ñGeddes;ò 

McDonald et al, ñTusculum;ò Pezzoni, 

ñTusculum.ò 
12

 Virginia Gazette, August 26, 1773; Pezzoni, 

ñArchitectural History of Halifax County, 

Virginia,ò 4. 
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seem redundant to a modern observer, but 
in fact early homebuilders sometimes 
erected chimneys of flammable mud-coated 
wood. Wooden chimneys, as they are 
known, could be made relatively fire-
resistant, but they were inferior to masonry 
chimneys in a number of ways and gradually 
fell from favor over the course of the 
nineteenth century. The survey did not 
document evidence of former wooden 
chimneys, although it is possible some 
surveyed dwellings once had them.13 
 
Among the many brick chimneys 
documented by the survey, some of the 
earlier ones have double shoulders, in other 
words narrowings (shoulders) above the 
lower and upper fireboxes. As the 
nineteenth century progressed, brick 
chimneys for multi-story houses tended 
toward an uninterrupted shaft with 
shoulders only above the second-floor 
fireplace. Usually chimneys were bilaterally 
symmetrical but an unusual asymmetrical 
brick chimney, with the shoulders smaller 
on one side than the other, was constructed 
for the house at 265 Monacan Park Road 
(005-5258). Sets of paved shoulders (rather 
than the more common stepped form), one 
on the outward face of the chimney, 
distinguish a brick chimney on the Peters 
Homeplace (005-5085). Several stone 
chimneys have noticeably larger quoin 
stones that served to strengthen the corners; 
the quoin stones of a house on Bearfield 
Road (005-5291) almost interlock across the 
face of the chimney. Large stone chimneys 
like the one on Rose Hill (005-5183) 
presumably served for cooking and other 
chores in addition to heating. 
 
House heights of one story or a story with a 
habitable garret (story-and-a-half) were 
standard in the county during the eighteenth 
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 Virginia Gazette, July 10, 1778; McLeod, 

ñOutline History of the Town of Salt Creek 

(Bethel).ò 

century. More prosperous or ambitious 
landowners sometimes erected full two-
story dwellings. An early example is Winton 
(005-0021), believed to have been built in 
the 1770s. An eighteenth-century date of 
construction is supported by the homeõs 
elaborate Georgian detail. The usually boldly 
expressed classicism of the Georgian style, 
the dominant style in the American colonial 
and early national periods, was superceded 
by the more delicate Federal style in the 
early nineteenth century. Winton also 
possesses a center-passage plan with a 
center hallway containing a stair that is 
flanked by equal- or roughly equal-sized 
rooms. By separating the circulation space 
from living spaces the center-passage plan is 
regarded as more sophisticated than the 
hall-parlor plan, a locally common two-
room plan that combined circulation and 
living spaces.14 
 
By the first quarter of the nineteenth 
century the countyõs wealthiest citizens had 
begun to build brick houses. A notable 
residence from the period is the David S. 
Garland House (005-0002), popularly 
known as the Brick House, at Clifford. The 
Federal-style house features a tripartite 
façade with a projecting pedimented three-
bay center pavilion flanked by side-gabled 
two-bay wings. The entire seven-bay façade 
extends sixty-five feet in length and is 
centered on a richly ornamented entry with 
fluted pilasters and an arched fanlight. One 
of the mantels has a distinctive Federal 
three-part form with elliptical paterae in the 
center and end frieze tablets. The 
refinement of the house reflected the wealth 
and prestige of its builder, David Shepherd 
Garland (1769-1841), who served multiple 
terms in the Virginia House of Delegates 
and who also served in the Virginia Senate 
and the U.S. House of Representatives. 
Another large brick house in the Federal 
style is Red Hill (005-0014), built near 
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Pedlar Mills for the Ellis family in 1824-25. 
Certain details in the house show the 
influence of Owen Biddleõs 1810 pattern 
book, The Young Carpenterõs Assistant. Widely 
disseminated pattern books were a common 
source of 
inspiration for 
rural Virginia 
homebuilders 
and their 
carpenters. 
The brick 
walls of the 
Garland 
House and 
Red Hill were 
laid in Flemish 
bond, the 
most popular 
brick bond for 
genteel 
Virginia 
houses of the 
first half of the 
nineteenth century. An unusual and 
substantial frame house with possible 
Federal-style affinities (005-5119) has a 
front-gable form.15 
 
Architectural detail was an important aspect 
of many of the countyõs historic houses. 
The Georgian and Federal styles informed 
the character of door and window 
surrounds, mantels, and staircasesñvisual 
focal points on the exterior and interior of 
houses. In the second quarter of the 
nineteenth century the Greek Revival style 
supplanted the Federal style. Simplicity was 
a hallmark of the style, which emulated the 
architecture of classical Greece (and Rome) 
with more pretence to authenticity than 
earlier classical revival styles. Homeowners 
hired painters to execute faux wood 
(grained) and faux marble (marbled) finishes 
on wood to simulate finer and more costly 
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materials. Wallpaper, either domestic or 
imported, provided color and pattern for 
walls and sometimes ceilings. Wallpaper was 
likely the inspiration for an outstanding 
local example of decorative painting at 

Edgewood 
(163-0003), a 
ca. 1818 house 
in the town of 

Amherst. 
Edgewoodõs 

principal 
parlor is 
painted with 

landscape 
murals that 
feature exotic 
and American 
motifs such as 
pagodas, palm 
trees, and an 
American flag. 
One mural 
pictures a tiger 

hunt and is believed to have been inspired 
by French wallpaper manufacturer Joseph 
Dufourõs scenic wallpaper òPaysage Indien,ó 
first printed in 1806. The artist who created 
the scenes has not been identified but is 
assumed to have been an itinerant, as was 
typically the case for such work in the 
nineteenth century.16 
 
Surviving examples of early houses, those 
that can be precisely or approximately dated 
by means of archival sources and 
architectural features, tend to be the homes 
of the countyõs socioeconomic elite. The 
homes of the wealthy were generally 
substantial and well constructed, factors that 
have contributed to their survival. The 
houses are therefore not necessarily 
representative of the full range of dwellings 
that formerly existed in the county. The 
picture is further complicated by the 
difficulty of dating the majority of historic 
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Figure 4- The Zachariah Drummond House (005-5165) is 

representative of the stylishly appointed brick houses built by the 

countyôs elite in the early nineteenth century. 
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houses, especially, for example, the small 
houses of landless blacks, whites, and 
Native Americans for which family or local 
traditions have not been passed down and 
which may not register in land tax records. 
Slave houses are included in this group. 
From federal census returns it is known that 
the slave population of the county 
numbered above 5,000 individuals for the 
period 1810 to 1860 (there was also a small 
free black population), and there would 
have been many buildings used as or built 
for their dwellings. For the smaller 
slaveholdings a detached kitchen or the loft 
of an outbuilding 
may have served 
as a dwelling, and 
some house 
slaves resided in 
the main house. 
Detached 
kitchens were 
sometimes 
constructed with 
two rooms 
around a center 
chimney, one 
room to serve as 
the kitchen and 
the other as a 
slave dwelling. 
For large slaveholdings, multiple slave 
houses might exist on a plantation, some 
grouped together in a linear quarter near the 
main house. A surviving slavehouse 
belonging to Sweet Briar House (005-0018) 
is a simply detailed one-room frame 
building with weatherboard siding.17 
 
Many of the countyõs smaller houses were 
constructed of logs. The survey identified a 
couple dozen or more rural houses that 
have or appear to have log sections or cores. 
Log building traditions generally arrived in 
Virginia by way of the Mid-Atlantic cultural 
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hearth centered in southeast Pennsylvania. 
A number of theories have been developed 
to explain log building in the Eastern United 
States: the most holistic and persuasive 
argues for a Scandinavian origin for many of 
the log building features introduced to the 
Mid-Atlantic hearth and transmitted to the 
Upland South, of which Amherst County is 
a part.18 
 
A defining feature of log construction is the 
method by which the corners are joined, 
known as corner notching. The most 
common form for Amherst County 

dwellings appears 
from surviving 
examples to have 
been v-notching, 
identifiable by the 
inverted v shape 
of the top of the 
log end, which fit 
into a v cut in the 
bottom of the log 
above. V-
notching shed 
water away from 
the log in much 
the same way the 
v shape of a gable 
roof sheds rain. 

Other notching techniques that produced 
inclined surfaces were full- and half-dovetail 
notching, which are generally associated 
with the finest log construction. A one-story 
log house at Peacedale Farm (005-5204) has 
half-dovetail notching. Less refined or 
technically demanding techniques included 
saddle-notching, in which the log ends are 
left in their natural round form, and square-
notching, where the tops of the logs have 
flat rather than inclined surfaces. Saddle-
notching is more commonly seen in the 
countyõs farm buildings and also in 
twentieth-century Rustic-style buildings 
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Figure 5- A representative Amherst County log house (005-

5287) 
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where the intention was to create a crude 
òpioneeró appearance. It is possible that 
saddle-notching was once common among 
the countyõs dwellings but has failed to 
survive on account of factors such as 
inferior construction, poverty, and 
obsolescence. The log wing of a small 
service station (005-0144) on US Highway 
60 has square notching, as may also a log 
dwelling on State Route 699 (005-5123) 
where the notching appears intermediary 
between square- and saddle-notching. These 
two examples may date to the 1930s or 
1940s, and their square-notching affinities 
may be the result of Rustic-style influence 
rather than vernacular tradition. 
 
Log construction had many advantages for 
Amherst County settlers. It provided both 
structure and enclosure, unlike frame 
construction which required a covering 
material on the outside of the frame 
(generally clapboards or weatherboards, 
attached with originally scarce and 
expensive nails). Because the wall was 
almost solid wood, with the exception of 
the chinking and daubing in the gaps 
between the logs, log construction did not 
make as frugal a use of material as frame 
construction. This was not a disadvantage in 
the context of heavily wooded Amherst 
County, and in fact aided the all-important 
process of forest clearance to create 
farmland. Most farmers were able to build at 
least simple log structuresñthe expertise 
required was less than that needed for 
mortise-and-tenon frame constructionñand 
with the aid of family members and 
neighbors a log house or barn pen could be 
raised in short order. By relying on readily 
available materials, know-how, and labor, 
log construction was cheap and quick, a 
boon to cash-strapped and time-pressed 
farmers. 
 
The ancient ways of log construction 
coexisted in the county with a stylistic 
development of elite dwellings that tracked 

regional and national trends. The evolution 
can be seen as the increasing integration of 
the countyõs architecture with the national 
mainstream. This always existed to some 
extentñthe wealthiest and worldliest 
planters of the eighteenth century were 
familiar with the houses of Williamsburg 
and other cultural centers and sought to 
emulate them in the Amherst County 
backcountry. Beginning in the middle 
decades of the nineteenth century, however, 
the pace began to quicken and integration 
extended down the social order. The rise of 
the urban center of Lynchburg at Amherstõs 
doorstep was a factor, as was improved 
connection to the outside world by way of 
canals, railroads, communications, and mass 
media. The Industrial Revolution changed 
the practice of building. Nails, for example, 
once individually crafted by a blacksmith, 
were now mass-produced as cut nails and, 
by the end of the century, as modern wire 
nails. Cheap and plentiful nails encouraged 
light nailed-frame construction and 
hastened the decline of heavy timber frame 
and log construction. Railroads, portable 
steam sawmilling, and the mechanization of 
woodworking technology enabled the 
wholesale harvesting of timber stands and 
placed huge volumes of ready-made 
architectural elements on the market. 

 

  

Figure 6- Chinking detail (005-5319) 
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Materials and architectural elements were 
shipped into the county by rail, but many 
were produced locally. An 1880 business 
directory listed seven sawmills in the county; 
by 1893 the number had risen to twenty-
one. Although the majority of these 
probably produced roughly finished lumber, 
some appear to have been more along the 
lines of planing mills and sash and blind 
factories where finished siding, scantling, 
and ornament were produced. One 
byproduct of the availability of locally sawn 
board lumber was the construction of 
boxed dwellings, a form that utilized vertical 
planks for structure and enclosure with a 
minimum of framing members. The survey 
identified two houses that may be boxed, 
designated 005-5154 and 005-5160. Bricks 
were traditionally custom made for 
individual building projects, often with clay 
dug from the property fired in a brick kiln 
or clamp erected on site. By the end of the 
nineteenth century, most brick was 
produced in commercial brickyards outside 
the county, but at least one brickyard 
operated locally in 1893: B. Brownõs 
brickyard in the town of Amherst. 
Lynchburg also had brick plants, which at 
times could not keep up with that cityõs 
demand, forcing builders to rely on bricks 
manufactured in Baltimore.19 
 
With architectural sophistication came 
greater professionalism in the building 
trades. Carpenters, bricklayers, plasterers, 
and other craftsman were active in the 
county from the early years of settlement. 
Two slave carpenters from the first two 
decades of the nineteenth century, Leonard 
and Cato, are known by name. The various 
patternbook authors whose works were 
used in the design of county residences may 
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occasionally be regarded as vicarious 
architects, for patternbook influence 
sometimes went beyond details such as 
mantels and stairs to the design of the house 
in its entirety. A premier example is Sweet 
Briar House (005-0018), a Federal-style 
residence that was transformed into an 
Italianate villa by the Fletcher family in 
1851. With its towers and arcaded portico 
Sweet Briar House is modeled closely on a 
design of New York architect Richard 
Upjohn published in architectural theorist 
Andrew Jackson Downingõs Architecture of 
Country Houses (1850). The growth of 
Lynchburg created opportunities for 
resident architects such as the prolific 
Robert Calhoun Burkholder (1826-1914), 
who probably designed Fairview (005-0006), 
an Italianate house built near Lowesville in 
1867. Another possible Burkholder-
designed residence is 005-5120, a ruinous 
brick house with an angled corner wing and 
segmental-arch windows, some with paneled 
keyblocks. Amherst County itself supported 
two individuals who styled themselves as 
civil engineers in an 1893 business directory: 
R. A. Pendleton and John B. Robinson Jr.20 
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The technological changes and building 
trade professionalism that gathered 
momentum during the second half of the 
nineteenth century contributed to the 
transformation of Amherst Countyõs 
domestic architecture. Sweet Briar House 
and Fairview are examples of Italianate 
influence, loosely based on the villas of the 
Italian countryside. The Italianate style was 
one of several exotic or eclectic styles that 
marked a significant break with the 
classicism of earlier styles. Sweet Briar 
House has the symmetrical composition of 
preceding 
great houses 
but Fairview is 
distinguished 
by an off-
center and 
diagonally 
skewed three-
story tower 
that, in 
combination 
with wings at 
different 
levels, a porch 

with arched 
brackets, and 
an angled bay 
window, give 
the house a pronounced asymmetry. By the 
end of the nineteenth century asymmetry 
was seen in one- and two-story farmhouses 
with off-center front wings that gave their 
main blocks L-shaped plans. 
 
Roughly contemporaneous with the 
Italianate style was the Gothic Revival style, 
which is most commonly seen in the 
countyõs church architecture. Although it 
was generally coupled with symmetrical 
compositions, at least locally, the Gothic 
Revival went further than the Italianate style 
in exploring non-classical sources, namely 
medieval architecture. A rare local non-
church example of the style is the ca. 1880 

Sandidges Post Office and Store (005-5067), 
which features a delicately sawn vergeboard 
with trefoil pendants. The Gothic Revival, 
of which the signature feature is the lancet 
arch, paved the way for the conspicuous 
sawn ornament of Victorian domestic 
architecture. A large percentage of the 
houses built on the countyõs farms and in its 
towns and villages during the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries have Victorian 
ornament. The more elaborate versions of 
the idiom, replete with complex hip and 
gabled rooflines, textured wall treatments 

with wood 
shingles and 
other sidings, 
and capacious 
porches that 
often wrap 
around two 
or more 
elevations of 
the house, are 

usually 
termed 

Queen Anne. 
This style 

(which bore 
almost no 
relation to its 

namesake 
eighteenth-century monarch) began to 
appear locally in the 1880sñthe ca. 1887 
John P. Pettyjohn House in Lynchburg is 
one of the earliest examples in the vicinity 
of Amherst Countyñand remained popular 
into the second decade of the twentieth 
century, when it began to blend with the 
Classical Revival and Colonial Revival styles. 
Queen Anne-influenced houses 
documented by the survey include the 
houses designated 005-5113 and 005-5216.21 
 
Amherst County continued to benefit from 
the expertise of Lynchburg architects in the 
twentieth century. The firm of Frye and 
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Figure 7- A two-story center-passage-plan form and a Victorian 

porch decorated with sawn and turned ornament are features of the 

house at 1770 Boxwood Farm Road (005-5138) 






































































































































































































































